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ABSTRACT
Mehrabian (1971) has summarized evidence that nonverbal 
"immediacy" behaviors such as interpersonal distance, gaze, and shoulder 
orientation are important in communicating interpersonal attraction. 
Several authors (Duke & Nowicki, 1972; Efran, 1968; Efran & Broughton, 
1966) have conceptualized nonverbal immediacy differences between 
friends and strangers within the context of Social Learning Theory 
(SLT). Duke and Nowicki, for example, proposed that interpersonal dis­
tancing is mediated by specific expectancies in interactions among 
friends, but by generalized expectancies, such as locus of control 
(Rotter, 1972), when interactions involve strangers. Some support for 
this hypothesis is provided by a study showing that locus of control 
orientation was a better predictor of how far subjects would place them­
selves (representationally) from a hypothetical stranger than from a 
hypothetical friend. Using a live-interaction situation, the present 
study examined distance, gaze, and body orientation as a function of 
degree of acquaintance (friend, stranger) and internal versus external 
locus of control. From the immediacy formulation (Mehrabian, 1971), it 
was hypothesized that friends would be more nonverbally immediate than 
strangers on all measured nonverbal dimensions. Following SLT, it was 
also predicted (a) that internals should be more immediate than 
externals among friends, but not strangers and (b) that immediacy
ix
measures should show more change over time in interactions among 
strangers than friends.
Female "primary" subjects (n = 48), selected on the basis of 
extreme scores on Rotter's (1972) I-E Scale (internal-external locus of 
control), interacted in standing positions for 12 minutes with same-sex 
"secondary" subjects— either friends (n = 24) or strangers (n. = 24). 
Immediacy measures including frequency and duration of gaze, approach 
distance, and directness of body orientation were monitored by three 
trained observers during each one-half of the interaction; thus adding 
a third, within-subjects dimension to the overall design. Duration of 
speech, which is closely related to gaze behavior (Exline, Gray, & 
Schuette, 1965; Kendon, 1967; Kendon & Cook, 1969), was also recorded.
The main hypotheses were not supported: friends were not more 
immediate than strangers; locus of control orientation was not more 
important in interactions involving strangers; and immediacy measures 
did not show more change over time in interactions among strangers. 
Several aspects of the data seem to contradict the hypothesis that the 
so-called immediacy behaviors are important in communicating interper­
sonal attitudes or attraction (Mehrabian, 1971). First, strangers 
tended to gaze longer, gaze more often, and assume more directly con­
fronting shoulder orientations than friends. Second, immediacy measures 
were essentially unrelated to subjects' ratings of liking for their 
partners, both within friend and stranger groups and across the groups 
combined. Finally, the immediacy measures themselves were not con­
sistently interrelated as might be expected if the various nonverbal 
behaviors were elements of a common construct. These indications that
x
gaze, distance, and orientation do not always communicate attraction or 
liking should be considered in future research involving these nonverbal 
behaviors, as well as in research on "intimacy-equilibriums" (Argyle & 
Dean, 1965) or "compensation" (Patterson, 1973) in dyadic interactions. 
The failure to confirm predictions from SLT may be related to conceptual 
ambiguities (e.g., the role of reinforcement value) which limit the use­
fulness of SLT concepts in understanding proxemic and other nonverbal 
behaviors.
xi
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Research interest in nonverbal communication has markedly 
increased during the last decade. Especially germinal to later develop­
ments was the work of E. T. Hall (1963, 1966), who introduced the term 
"proxemics" to describe the "use of social and personal space and man's 
perception of it" (1966, p. 1). More recent work by Mehrabian (1967, 
1968a, 1968b, 1969a, 1969b, 1971) has emphasized the significance of 
proxemic behaviors such as interpersonal distance, forward lean, eye 
contact, shoulder orientation, and touching in the communication of 
interpersonal attitude (degree of liking or positive evaluation). In 
this context, Mehrabian introduced an organizing principle, "immediacy", 
to represent "the extent to which communication behaviors enhance close­
ness to and nonverbal interaction with another" (1969b, p. 203). Thus, 
for the various nonverbal communication modalities, greater immediacy 
is reflected in more touching, greater degree of forward lean, increased 
eye contact, closer interpersonal distance, and more directly confront­
ing (i.e., face to face) shoulder orientations. Supporting research sug­
gests that immediacy measures predict degree of attraction for hypothet­
ical, "imagined" interactants (Mehrabian, 1968a, 1969a; Mehrabian &
Friar, 1969); and differentiate quality of relationship among positive 
versus negative affect dyads (Aiello & Cooper, 1972) and adjusted versus
1
2conflicted marital partners (Beier, 1974). In general, the evidence 
relating immediacy and interpersonal attraction seems strongest for gaze 
and distance cues (Klienke, 1972).
Another general finding is that nonverbal immediacy is related 
to the degree of acquaintance between interactants. For example, sev­
eral studies suggest that friends interact at significantly closer dis­
tances than strangers (Duke &'Nowicki, 1972; Heshka & Nelson, 1972; 
Little, 1965, 1968; Little, Ulehla, & Henderson, 1968; Willis, 1966).
Some of these studies (Duke & Nowicki, 1972; Little, 1965, 1968; Little 
et al., 1968) employed a representational methodology in which subjects 
indicate (usually on pre-printed forms) the distance which would be 
maintained in interactions involving different partners (e.g., friend, 
stranger). In a study utilizing live interactions, Willis (1966) 
instructed college students to collect a sample of initial standing dis­
tances with persons who engaged them in routine conversation. Overall, 
friends approached closer than strangers and women approached more 
closely than men. Another field study (Heshka & Nelson, 1972) found 
that acquaintances, good friends, and relatives stood closer to one 
another than strangers when interacting on a London streetcorner without 
knowledge that they were being observed.
Studies by Efran and Broughton (1966) and Goldberg and Mettee 
(1969) examined gaze behavior under conditions where subjects interacted 
simultaneously with two confederates, one an acquaintance and the other 
a stranger. Efran and Broughton found that male subjects were more visu­
ally immediate with the acquaintance. However, Goldberg and Mettee 
found no significant visual preference when interactants were females.
3Although experimental conditions were quite different in the Efran and 
Broughton and Goldberg and Mettee investigations, the conflicting find­
ings may be attributed to sex differences in patterns of visual immedi­
acy (cf. Aiello, 1972; Argyle & Dean, 1965; Ellsworth & Ludwig, 1972; 
Exline, Gray, & Schuette, 1965; McDowell, 1973).
There have been several attempts (Duke & Nowicki, 1972; Efran, 
1968; Efran & Broughton, 1966) to conceptualize nonverbal immediacy dif­
ferences between friends and strangers within the context of Social 
Learning Theory (SLT). Briefly, SLT (Rotter, 1972) maintains that the 
potential for any behavior to occur is a function of the expectancy 
(subjective probability of reinforcement) and the reinforcement value 
(subjective value of the reward) for the specified behavior in a given 
situation. With reinforcement value held constant, behavior would be 
governed by some combination of specific expectancy based on past experi­
ences in the same or highly similar situations; and generalized expec­
tancy based on reinforcement experiences in other, less comparable 
situations.
For example, a person's expectancy for winning a 100 yard dash on 
his first try will be largely determined by his past experience, 
generalized from other athletic situations. However, upon subse­
quent tries in the 100-yard dash, his expectancy of winning will be 
determined more and more by his specific experiences in those dash 
situations (Rotter, 1972, p. 25).
Specific expectancies should be more important in interactions with 
friends since repeated experience with the same person is presumed. On 
the other hand, generalized expectancies should be relatively more influ­
ential in interactions with strangers since few specific expectancies 
would be available to regulate behavior.
4From this line of reasoning, Duke and Nowicki proposed that a 
generalized expectancy, locus of control (Rotter, 1972), might mediate 
interpersonal distancing in interactions with strangers, but not in 
interactions involving friends. As characterized by Rotter (1972), 
"internals" (persons near the internal end of the internal-external con­
tinuum) tend to perceive reinforcement as contingent upon their own 
behavior, while "externals" tend to attribute reinforcement to sources 
outside of themselves (i.e., luck, chance, or fate). Accordingly, Duke 
and Nowicki hypothesized that when generalized expectancies dominate, as 
in interactions among strangers, externals should maintain greater inter­
personal distance than internals because of externals' perception of not 
being able to control what happens to them. Although Duke and Nowicki 
do not fully elaborate this rationale, the view that externals should 
remain more physically "distant" than internals seems to be consistent 
with evidence that externals tend to be more suspicious, mistrustful, 
and anxious (Joe, 1971).
Duke and Nowicki (1972) offered two experiments utilizing a rep­
resentational Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale (CID) to test pre­
dictions from the SLT rationale. The CID is a paper-and-pencil measure 
for which some limited validity data is available (Johnson, 1972; Martin, 
1972). Pre-printed forms illustrate a plane with eight radii (45 
degrees apart) projecting from a common point. Subjects are instructed 
to imagine themselves at the central point and mark along the specified 
radius how close they would allow advancing persons (also imagined) to 
approach.
5In one experiment, Duke and Nowicki asked subjects to indicate 
approach distances for same-or opposite-sex, "friends" or "strangers".
In the "friend" condition, there were no significant relationships 
between locus of control scores and projected interpersonal distances. 
Under "stranger" conditions, both correlational and between group com­
parisons revealed that externals selected greater distances than inter­
nals. A second experiment, yielded almost identical results when pro­
jected distances from "mother" or "father" were compared to distances 
from other authority figures; including, "policemen", "President Nixon", 
and "university professor". In neither study were sex differences a sig­
nificant factor. Hence, both experiments provide support for the asser­
tion that locus of control, as a generalized expectancy, may mediate 
interpersonal distancing in interactions with strangers, but not friends; 
and that internals prefer closer distances than externals in inter­
actions with strangers.
From a somewhat different perspective, Efran and Broughton (1966) 
have also applied the social learning theory expectancy concept to imme­
diacy among persons differing in degree of acquaintance. These investi­
gators engineered a brief, but friendly, waiting room meeting between 
male subjects and one of two male confederates. Efran and Broughton rea­
soned that the meeting would create more expectancy for approval or 
acceptance from an acquaintance than from a second confederate with whom 
subjects had experienced no previous contact. When subjects' gaze was 
monitored in a subsequent interaction involving both confederates, sig­
nificantly more eye contact was maintained toward the acquaintance. In 
a later study, Efran (1968) manipulated "expectancy" by allowing only
6one of two confederates to emit approving responses (smiles and positive 
head nods), and found that both expectancy and "reinforcement value" 
(operationalized in terms of interactant status— freshman or seniors) 
affected subjects' gaze behavior. Although not directl}' pertinent to 
the degree-of-acquaintance issue, Effran's study does illustrate another 
application of social learning theory in the study of nonverbal behavior.
Taken together, the Duke and Nowicki (1972) and Efran and 
Broughton (1966) studies provide support for the hypothesis that spe­
cific expectancies affect nonverbal immediacy with acquaintances, while 
generalized expectancies affect immediacy with strangers. However, in 
common with other work cited thus far, these studies exhibit a number of 
methodological weaknesses which may limit the generality of results: 
first, the Duke-Nowic.ki and Efran-Broughton studies each examined only 
a single immediacy variable. Thus far, only Mehrabian has explored 
the full range of immediacy cues in relation to degree of acquaintance 
or interpersonal attraction— and much of his research has involved 
hypothetical ("imagined") interactants. Second, Duke and Nowicki's 
representational methodology assumes that an individual's projected 
interpersonal distance is isomorphic with distancing behavior in live 
interaction situations. However, as Duke and Nowicki (1972) have them­
selves noted, representational distances have rarely been found to cor­
relate with actual interpersonal distance (cf. Dosey & Meisels, 1969; 
Gottheil, Corey, & Paredes, 1968; Little, 1965). Moreover, the diverse 
representational methodologies (i.e., magnets, felt board procedures, 
and cardboard cutouts) tend to correlate only modestly with one another 
(Evans & Howard, 1973). Thus, there remains a need to replicate the
7Duke and Nowicki findings regarding locus of control in a live'inter­
action situation. Finally, the Efran and Broughton study employed con­
federates who were programmed not to speak and to gaze nearly continu­
ously. It is difficult to determine how subjects may have been affected 
by such "unnatural" confederate behavior.
With few exceptions (Efran & Broughton, 1966; Exline & Winters, 
1965; Libby, 1970), change in” immediacy over the course of dyadic inter­
actions has not been examined. An implication of the specific versus 
generalized expectancy formulation is that immediacy indices should show 
more change during interactions among strangers than during interactions 
among friends. As individuals experience more and more specific rein­
forcement (or lack of it) in a given situation, behavior becomes pro­
gressively a function of such experience until at some point generalized 
expectancies would contribute little or nothing to prediction (Phares & 
Lamiell, 1974). Thus, as interactions with strangers progress, non­
verbal immediacy should increasingly become a function of specific 
expectancies and show greater change over time.
The present study examined degree of acquaintance (friends ver­
sus strangers) and locus of control (internal versus external) in rela­
tion to nonverbal immediacy during free-standing interactions. The 
design therefore provides for a systematic replication of Duke and 
Nowicki's results in a live interaction situation. In view of the meth­
odological issues mentioned above, a range of immediacy variables (gaze, 
distance, orientation) was monitored, and the use of a programmed con­
federate \<ras eliminated. Immediacy measures were taken at several points 
in time to assess the possibility that friend and stranger immediacy
8levels! changed differentially over the course of the interaction. The 
specific hypotheses were as follows:
1. Friends should be more immediate than strangers (i.e., should 
gaze more, stand closer to one another, and orient more frontally) on 
all measured nonverbal dimensions.
2. Locus of control should interact with degree of acquaintance in 
determining nonverbal immediacy. Among strangers, internals should be 
more immediate than externals; among friends there should be no signifi­
cant difference.
3. Immediacy measures should show more change over time in inter­
actions among strangers.
CHAPTER II
METHOD
General Design
Two levels of a degree-of-acquaintance variable (friend, 
stranger) were combined with locus of control (internal, external) in a 
2 X 2  factorial design. Female "primary" subjects, selected on the 
basis of extreme scores on Rotter’s (1972) I-E Scale (internal-external 
locus of control), interacted for 12 minutes with same-sex "secondary" 
subjects— either friends or strangers. Immediacy measures including 
frequency and duration of gaze, interpersonal distance, and orientation
were njionitored by three trained observers during each one-half (6-minute
'
segment) of the interaction; thus adding a third, within-subjects dimen­
sion tfo the overall design. Duration of speech, which is closely 
related to gaze behavior (Exline, Gray, & Schuette, 1965; Kendon, 1967; 
Kendori & Cook, 1969) , was also recorded.
Subj edts
"Primary" subjects were 48 females enrolled in introductory psy­
chology courses at the University of North Dakota. Two subgroups of 
primary subjects, 24 "internals" and 24 "externals", were selected from 
a population of 174 female students on the basis of high and low scores 
(at least one standard deviation from the mean) on Rotter's (1972) I-E 
Scale. For the "friend" condition, "primary" subjects were instructed
9
10
to bri|ng a same-sex friend ("a friend who knows you well") of approxi­
mately the same age to the research setting. Thus, 24 "secondary" sub­
jects were friends of primary subjects. In the "stranger" condition, 
"secondary" subjects (24 females) \<rere introductory psychology students 
who wdre same-sex strangers to the primary subjects. Secondary subjects 
recruited for the "stranger" condition were not paired with primary sub­
jects yhose names they recognized.
Apparatus and Materials
The experiment was conducted in a 10 foot by 12 foot interview 
room which was carpeted but otherwise devoid of furnishings. On one 
wall was a draped window, and on the opposite wall was a one-way window 
through which subjects were observed from an adjacent room. Interaction 
was confined to a 6 foot by 12 foot corridor demarcated by a strip of 
masking tape placed on the floor parallel to and four feet from the wall 
which (contained the one-way window. The interaction corridor allowed 
observers a complete field of vision for monitoring the various immedi­
acy behaviors while still permitting interactants freedom of movement.
A standing microphone centered along the tape was used to monitor con­
versation. The standing microphone also provided credibility for the 
requirements that interactants maintain standing positions and remain 
within the interaction corridor.
In the adjacent room, observers used Standard Electric running 
time meters to monitor the duration of gaze and vocalization. When 
clocks were activated by push-button controls, a relay system simulta­
neously registered gaze and vocalization frequency on an electro
11
mechanical counter. Thus, it was possible to obtain both frequency and 
duration measures within specified observation intervals.
A postsession questionnaire (Appendix A) was administered to all 
subjedts. This questionnaire included (a) an adaptation of Byrne's 
(1974) two-item interpersonal attraction measure, (b) items tapping com­
fort in the experimental situation and perceived similarity to the 
dyadic partner, and (c) several "filler" items supporting the experi­
mental deception.
Procedure
The general procedure required that each primary subject inter­
act with one of the two classes of secondary subject: a same-sex friend 
or a same-sex stranger. Hence, subjects were scheduled to arrive in 
groups of two, which included the primary subject and either a same-sex 
friend or a same-sex stranger.
Upon arrival, dyad members were escorted to separate waiting
areas. The primary and secondary subjects were then instructed by the
experimenter (the principal investigator) as follows:
We are studying the "quality of life" of college students on the UND 
campus. Rather than give questionnaires or conduct formal inter­
views, we decided the best way to get students' opinions was just to 
get people together for "rap sessions" ("This is why we asked you to 
bring a friend"; for the friends). The sessions will be tape 
recorded and played back later to classify opinions. We are espe­
cially interested in your attitudes about classes, grading systems, 
academic interests, and the availability of extracurricular activi­
ties. After a brief "rap session", you will be given a chance to 
give us some feedback about your reactions to the study. Any ques­
tions? (pause) Now, if you'll follow me we will get started.
Upon entering the experimental room, dyads were given the 
following additional instructions:
12
The "rap session" I described will require that you talk with each 
other for about 15 minutes. In order to keep everything the same 
fqr all subjects, I'm going to ask that you follow a few rules. As 
you can see there is a "standing" microphone here, which will be 
u^ed to record your discussion. In order to get good recordings 
arid still keep the situation the same for all subjects, I ask that 
yc[u remain standing and stay on this side (pointing) of the tape.
A$ I said, just talk about the kind of life you have here at UND, 
whatever aspects of it you are interested in— professors, grades, 
activities, etc. I will be observing you now and then from behind 
that one-way window (gesture) while I operate the recorder. Do you 
have any question? (pause) O.K., I'll be back in about 15 minutes.
At this point, the experimenter left the room and closed the door. The 
three observers monitored and recorded nonverbal immediacy and vocaliza­
tion throughout the 12 minute interaction period. The experimenter then 
returned and again escorted dyad members to separate rooms where they 
were aldministered the postsession questionnaire, introduced as a "survey 
of reactions to the rap session". In addition, secondary subjects were 
asked to complete the I-E Scale at this time.
Measurement of Nonverbal Immediacy
Speech, gaze, distance, and body orientation were monitored 
during the 12-minute interaction period, which for purposes of observa­
tion, \was divided into 24, 30-second intervals. One data point per 
observation interval was obtained for each immediacy measure. For sta­
tistical analyses, the 12 data points representing each one-half (6 min­
ute segment) of the interaction were pooled to yield 2 scores per mea­
sure for each primary and secondary subject. Gaze and vocalization mea­
sures were based on continuous recordings made during the first 15 sec­
onds o'f each 30-second interval; whereas distance and orientation scores 
were djerived from "point judgement" ratings made at the midpoint of each
13
observation interval. A timer tape playing in the observation room 
marked! elapsed time on an interval-by-interval basis, and signaled to 
observjers the beginning and midpoint of each 30-second observation 
interval.
The following speech and immediacy measures were recorded 
separajtely for each primary and secondary subject:
1. Gaze duration: Seconds (per 15-second interval) spent gazing at 
partner's eyes, recorded via push-button controlled running time meters.
2. Gaze frequency: Frequency of partner-directed gazes (irrespec­
tive of duration), based on accumulated onsets of running time meter.
3. Approach distance: Distance ( in feet) of subjects central 
(vertical) axis from the wall behind her. Observers estimated approach 
distance (to the nearest 6 inches) at the 15 second midpoint of each 
observation interval, using unobtrusive distance marks on the wall oppo­
site the one-way window. Recording distance from an arbitrary reference 
point (the rear wall) rather than from the partner had the advantage of 
providing separate proxemic measures for each subject. Although inter­
personal distance is most commonly conceived as a dyadic measure, the 
procedure of generating (albeit artificially) separate distance measures 
for e^ch subject permitted a more precise examination of the hypothe­
sized relationship between locus of control and distance. Thus, primary 
subjects' I-E scores could be related to approach distance for these 
same 4ubjects, with approach distance for secondary subjects statisti­
cally controlled via analysis of covariance. From approach distance 
scores, dyadic distance measures could also be readily derived by
14
subtracting the sum of primary-and secondary-subjects’ approach distance 
from 12 feet, the length of the interaction corridor.
4. Shoulder orientation: A 4-point scale based on the angle formed 
by the median plane of subjects' shoulders relative to the central axis 
of partners was utilized. This angle was estimated (to the nearest 30 
degrees) from 0 degrees (face-to-face interaction; maximally immediate) 
to 180 degrees or greater (sicie by side or interactants facing away from 
each other; minimally immediate).
5. Speech duration: Seconds (per 15-second interval) of subjects' 
vocalization. All categories of "utterance" (Rosenfeld, 1966) were 
included.
Three observers were used. Observer A monitored and recorded 
frequency and duration of gaze, orientation, and approach distance for 
one subject of each dyad. Observer B obtained the same measures for the 
other (subject. At the same time, Observer C monitored and recorded fre­
quency and duration of speech for both dyad members. As previously 
noted, gaze and speech behaviors were monitored during the first 15- 
seconds of each interval, while point-judgements were made for orienta­
tion and approach distance at the midpoint of each interval. After com­
pleting point judgements, observers transferred immediacy and speech 
observations to data storage forms, reset time meters and counters, and 
awaitdd the beginning of the next 30-second interval. Observers were 
unaware of the hypotheses under investigation and were uninformed as to 
the primary or secondary identity of subjects.
Interobserver reliability for each immediacy and speech measure
was assessed prior to the experiment by having two observers
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simultaneously monitor and record data from the same practice subject.
yielded interjudge reliabilities of £  = .98 for orientation, jr = .99 for 
distance, jr = .94 for gaze duration, jr = .96 for gaze frequency, and r_ =
in a practice session when observers may have been particularly atten­
tive, there can be no assurance that ratings taken during the experi­
mental sessions had comparable reliabilities (cf. Patterson, 1973).
of the dyad, three main data sources were available: primary-subject 
scored, secondary-subject scores, and dyadic scores (primary- and 
secon4ary-subject scores combined). Because the primary-subject group 
(composed of internals and externals) was the main focus of the present 
investigation, analyses involving primary-subject data will be empha­
sized in the presentation of results.
when correlated over 18 data points,
.96 fqr speech duration. However, since reliability data were collected
Since immediacy and speech data were collected for both members
CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Before considering results bearing on the main hypotheses, pre­
liminary sections are devoted to (a) the validity of the experimental 
manipulations, (b) relationships between immediacy and speech measures 
and postsession questionnaire ratings, and (c) correlations among the 
immediacy measures themselves.
Manipplation Checks
Subjects' responses to the postsession questionnaire provided an'
independent assessment of the assumption that friends were, in fact,
more attracted to one another than strangers. Each of the four question­
naire items (see Appendix A for complete item statements), as well as 
the two-item adaptation of Byrne's (1974) Interpersonal Judgement Scale 
(items) 2 & 3 combined), was subjected to a 2 X 2 (acquaintance x locus 
of control) analysis of variance (ANOVA). Table 1 shows the means and 
F-ratios for each of the self-report variables. As is evident in the 
table, friends reported significantly more liking (item 2) and attrac­
tion ([Byrne's scale) than strangers. However, it should be recognized 
that these measures are largely redundant, since differences on the 
Byrne scale were due mainly to the inclusion of item 2. Table 1 also 
indicates that, for primary subjects, friends perceived themselves as 
more similar than strangers. Locus of control orientation, while
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TABLE 1
MEANS AND F-RATIOS FOR POSTSESSION QUESTIONNAIRE VARIABLES
Internal External
Primary Subjects (N=48) Friend Stranger Friend Stranger FAcq. FAcq. x I-E
Item 1 (anxiety) 
Item 2 (liking)
3.00
6.50
2.92
5.33
3.75
6.50
4.25
5.92
0.24 
8.50b
5.88a 
0.94
0.46
0.94
Item 3 (co-worker) 6.17 5.08 5.92 6.08 1.23 0.82 2.28
Item 4 (similarity) 
(item reversed)
4.83 3.33 4.83 4.25 6.80a 1.32 1.32
Byrne Scale (attraction) 12.67 10.42 12.42 12.00 4.01a 1.00 1.89
Secondary Subjects (N=48)
Item 1 (anxiety) 3.33 3.67 3.17 2.83 0.00 2.33 1.04
Item 2 (liking) 6.50 5.92 6.50 5.25 9.82b 1.30 1.30
Item 3 (co-worker) 6.25 5.67 5.58 5.17 1.96 2.66 0.05
Item 4 (similarity) 4.75 4.00 4.25 4.08 1.30 0.27 0.53
(item reversed)
Byrne Scale (attraction) 12.75 11.58 12.08 10.42 5.79a 2.42 0.18
aj><.05, two-tailed test 
kjjc.Ol, two-tailed test
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apparently unrelated to perceptions of liking/attraction or similarity, 
did account for variation in self-reported anxiety (item 1): primary- 
subjeat externals were more anxious than internals. In general, the 
questionnaire data suggest that friends did see themselves as more 
attracted to one another than strangers, thus supporting the validity of 
the acquaintance manipulation.
Data from several sources indicate that primary subjects 
(selected as internals or externals) had no particular tendency to 
choose friends of similar locus of control orientation. Secondary- 
subject partners of primary-subject internals or externals did not 
differ in locus of control orientation (t = .79, df_ = 46, p>.10); nor 
were primary-subject I-E scores correlated with secondary-subject I-E 
scores (r = .07, df_ = 22, j>>.10) in the friend condition. Thus, there 
appealed to be no systematic relationship between primary-subject and 
secondary-subject locus of control orientation.
Relationships between Immediacy 
and Questionnaire Measures
Since the immediacy hypothesis predicts that positive interper­
sonal attitudes (attraction) are related to increased gaze, closer inter­
personal distance, and frontal shoulder orientations, positive correla­
tions were expected between immediacy scores and the postsession ques­
tionnaire ratings. Tables 2 and 3 present immediacy-attraction correla­
tions computed separately for friends and strangers (n=24), as well as 
correlations based on both groups combined (_n=48) . In general, the 
immediacy measures failed to correlate with the questionnaire ratings of 
attradtion. In fact, the only significant correlations were between
TABLE 2
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN IMMEDIACY/VOCALIZATION MEASURES AND POSTSESSION 
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS (VARIABLES): PRIMARY SUBJECTS
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Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Byrne Scale
Friends (N=24) Anxiety Liking Co-xrorker Similarity Attraction
Approach distance -.05 . -21 .25 -.13 .23
Gaze curation -.22 .01 .01 -.18 .01
Gaze frequency .00 -.02 .11 -.32 .06
Orientation .18 .06 -.13 .08 -.06
Vocali zation .16 -.10 -.10 .32 -.10
Strangers (N=24)
Approach distance -.17 .14 .10 -.04 .13
Gaze duration -. 52a -.12 .11 -.22 .01
Gaze frequency -.19 -.29 -.20 .00 -.26
Oriendation .21 .01 -.08 -.08 -.04
Vocalization -.26 .00 -.08 .22 -.05
All Subjects (N=48)k
Approaich distance -.12 .17 .17 -.09 .19
Gaze duration -. 33c -.12 .02 -.11 -.05
Gaze frequency -.07 -.21 -.05 -.08 -.12
Orientation .20 -.02 -.13 .01 -.09
Vocalization -.05 -.09 -.10 .28 -.10
V .01, two-tailed test
^Combined "friends" and "strangers" 
Cj>< . 05, two-tailed test
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TABLE 3
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN IMMEDIACY/VOCALIZATION MEASURES AND POSTSESSION 
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS (VARIABLES): SECONDARY SUBJECTS
Item 1
Friends (N=24) Anxiety
Item 2 Item 3 
Liking Co-worker
Item 4 
Similarity
Byrne Scale 
Attraction
Approach distance 51a .14 .13 -.34 .14
Gaze duration 26 • -.13 -.07 .20 -.10
Gaze frequency 42b .13 .01 .10 .07
Orientation . 06 -.06 .21 .17 .10
Vocalization 08 .10 .06 .15 .08
Strangers (N=24)
Approach distance • 26 -.15 -.35 .11 -.29
Gaze duration 26 -.08 .05 .05 -.02
Gaze frequency •17 .01 -.23 .14 -.12
Orientation 09 .03 .05 -.12 .05
Vocalization •03 -.19 .02 -.03 -.10
All Subjects (N=48)c
Approach distance 26 .04 -.04 -.20 .00
Gaze duration 24 -.25 -.10 .20 -.19
Gaze frequency 18 -.03 -.12 .14 -.09
Orientation •00 -.15 .08 .13 -.03
Vocalisation 03 -.07 .03 .08 -.02
a£<.01, two-tailed 
b£<.05, two-tailed
q Combined "friends"
test
test
' and "strangers"
"anxiety" (item 1) and the distance and gaze measures: anxious subjects 
tended to remain closer to the wall (secondary-subject friends), gaze 
less frequently (secondary-subject friends), and emit shorter duration 
gazes (primary-subject strangers and all subjects combined). The impor­
tant point, though, is that the correlations between immediacy variables 
and sqlf-reports of attraction or liking provide little evidence that 
gaze, distance, or orientation were serving to communicate interpersonal 
attitudes.
Relationships among the Immediacy Measures
Table 4 summarizes relationships among the immediacy and vocali­
zation measures. The upper-left and lower-right quadrants of Table 4 
show qorrelations computed within the primary-and secondary-subject 
groups, respectively. Positive correlations indicate that subjects 
(primary or secondary) scoring high on one dimension also tended to 
score high on another. In contrast, the correlations in the square 
lower-left quadrant represent relationships between the immediacy and 
speech behaviors of the two interactants. Here, positive correlations 
indicaite that high immediacy or speech scores for one subject (primary 
or secondary) were associated with high immediacy scores for her partner.
With respect to primary- and secondary-subject within-subject 
matrices, Table 4 shows that the more subjects approached one another 
(i.e., the further they moved away from the rear wall), the less direct 
their 'shoulder orientations became— a relationship which replicates a 
considierable body of previous research (cf. Patterson, 1973). • For both 
primary and secondary subjects, longer gaze duration was associated with
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TABLE 4
IMMEDIACY CORRELATIONS: WITHIN AND BETWEEN PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SUBJECTS
Primary Subjects Secondary Subjects
Primary Subjects (N=48) 
Approach distance
Dist
nn
Gaze d Gaze f Orient Vocal Dist Gaze d Gaze f Orient
Gaze frequency .02 . 30a
Orientation -.50b .15 .15 *
Vocalization .03 .02 .07 -.05
Secondary Subjects (N=48)
Approach distance 00r^1 .00 .02 . 34a -.08
Gaze duration .10 .61b .24 -.03 .14 -.08
Gaze frequency .04 . 43b . 42b .06 .05 .03
rQ00
Orientation .12 .21 .25 .13 .04 -.40c . 31a . 31a ---
Vocalization -.13 . 55b .01 -.09 -.27 .17 . 42c .03 -.11
fp<.05, two-tailed test 
j^dc.001, two-tailed test 
£<•01, two-tailed test
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increased gaze frequency (cf. Kendon & Cook, 1969). It is puzzling, 
however, that positive correlations were obtained among measures of gaze 
duration, orientation, and speech for secondary subjects, but not for 
primafy subjects.
With respect to correlations between primary- and secondary- 
sub jeqt immediacy (and speech) measures, the clearest relationships were 
obtained within immediacy modalities. For the gaze measures, primary 
and secondary subjects tended to match immediacy levels; that is, longer 
and mdre frequent gazes by one subject tended to be reciprocated by her 
partner. On the other hand, the highly significant negative correlation 
between primary- and secondary-subject approach distance indicates that 
when one subject stood away from her rear wall, the dyadic partner 
tendecj to be in closer proximity to the opposite rear wall. These data 
point to the potential usefulness of analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) in 
examiiiing effects of the main independent variables (acquaintance and 
locus of control) on the distance and gaze measures.
There were also significant between-subject correlations involv­
ing distance and orientation, gaze frequency and gaze duration, and gaze 
duration and vocalization. In each case, however, the "significance" 
depended on whether the relationships were primary-secondary or 
secondary-primary. For example, primary-subject orientation was corre­
lated with secondary-subject approach distance, but the converse was not 
true— that is, primary-subject approach distance did not correlate with 
secondary-subject orientation.
In general, the patterns of covariation between and within the 
primary-and secondary-subject groups tend to parallel findings reported
in othier experiments (cf. Kendon & Cook, 1969; Patterson, 1973). How­
ever, it is apparent that the various nonverbal cues did not show the 
consistent positive correlations that might be expected if they were 
components of a common immediacy process. At least in some instances, 
primary and secondary subjects differed in their verbal and nonverbal 
response to the present laboratory situation. Similar differences in 
the immediacy and speech patterns of primary and secondary subjects also 
appeared in analyses involving the main independent variables to be 
described below.
Immedi|acy as a Function of Acquaintance 
and Lolcus of Control
In this section, data on effects of the main independent vari­
ables are presented separately for each of the dependent measures. For 
each Measure, tables of means and standard deviations (Tables 5 to 19, 
inclusive) are presented in the text and summary tables for correspond­
ing ANOVAs (and where appropriate, ANCOVAs) appear in Appendices B to F. 
With respect to the tables, larger cell means always reflect greater 
degrees of immediacy (or more speech). Each ANOVA combines two levels 
of the acquaintance (friend, stranger), locus of control (internal, 
external), and time (early, late) variables in a 2 X 2 X 2 factorial 
design. For each measure, separate but parallel ANOVAs were computed 
for primary subjects (internals or externals), their secondary-subject 
partners, and dyads (scores based on primary-subject plus secondary- 
subject measures). In general, analyses of secondary-subject data can 
be viewed as replications of primary-subject analyses, while dyad find­
ings provide a composite picture of primary- and secondary-subject
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behavior. It should also be noted that main effects and interactions 
involving locus of control for secondary-subjects and dyads are not 
readily interpretable since locus of control was a classification vari­
able only for primary subjects; secondary subjects did not themselves 
differ in locus of control orientation.
Approach Distance. For the approach distance measures, analyses 
of primary-subject, secondary-subject, and dyad data revealed no signifi­
cant main effects or interactions (Appendix B). The results thus gave 
no indications that friends stood closer (i.e., moved further away from 
the rear wall) than strangers or that locus of control orientation was 
related to approach distance (Tables 5 to 7). An ANCOVA was also com­
puted on primary-subject approach distance scores (Appendix B, Table 21), 
using secondary-subject scores on the same measure as a covariate.
Again, there were no significant effects, although the adjusted means 
for "friend" and "stranger" approach distance did separate slightly 
(Table 5), with friends approaching closer (i.e., moving further from 
the rear wall) than strangers.
The distance data failed to substantiate Duke and Nowicki's 
hypotheses that (a) generalized expectancy (locus of control) is more 
important in interactions with strangers than friends and (b) internals 
are more immediate than externals in interactions with strangers. With 
respect to (b), the pattern of means for primary subjects in the 
stranger condition was opposite to that predicted: internal subjects 
were, if anything, less immediate than externals.
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TABLE 5
MEANS, ADJUSTED MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FOR PRIMARY-SUBJECT APPROACH DISTANCE
Friend Stranger Totals
N M SD M SD M
Interrial 24 47.38 ' 11.52 44.53 18.42 45.96
Adjus ted 47.82 44.17 46.00
Early 46.39 44.62 45.50
Lat e 48.37 44.44 46.41
External 24 46.60 15.80 46.82 12.54 46.71
Adjusted 48.09 45.25 46.67
Early 46.77 46.49 46.63
Late 46.42 47.15 46.79
Totals 48 46.99 45.68
Adjus ted 47.96 44.71
Early 46.58 45.56
Latte 47.40 45.80
TABLE 6
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SECONDARY-
SUBJECT APPROACH DISTANCE
Friend Stranger Totals
N M SD M SD M
Internal 24 40.52 13.65 39.43 15.01 39.97
Eattly 40.52 39.55 40.04
Latte 40.52 39.31 39.91
External 24 41.94 20.21 37.78 13.61 39.86
Eariy 41.32 37.71 39.51
Late 42.57 37.85 40.21
Totals 48 41.23 38.60
Earily 40.92 38.63
Lat e 41.55 38.58
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TABLE 7
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR DYAD DISTANCE
Friend Stranger Totals
N M SD M SD M
Internal
Early
Late
24 32.10
33.09
31.11
8.47 36.04
35.83
36.25
10.10 34.07
34.46
33.68
External
Early
Late
24 31.46
31.91
31.01
13.56 35.40
35.80
35.00
6.68 33.43
33.85
33.00
Totals
Early
Late
48 31.78
32.50
31.06
35.72
35.82
35.62
Gaze Duration. Effects of degree of acquaintance on gaze dura­
tion were most pronounced for secondary-subject and dyad measures.
While ANOVA results for primary subjects revealed no significant main 
effects or interactions (Appendix C, Table 24), the secondary-subject 
ANOVA '(Appendix C, Table 26) showed a significant main effect of 
acquaintance (F = 7.97, dT = 1/44, jdc.01) and an acquaintance x time 
interaction (F = 7.62, df_ = 1/44, jd<.01). Parallel results were 
obtained with the dyad measure (Appendix C, Table 27), where the acquain­
tance main effect (F = 5.28, df_ = 1/44, j><.05) and the acquaintance x 
time interaction (F = 7.11, dT = 1/44, _p<.05) were again significant.
Interestingly, the main effect(s) of acquaintance indicate that 
strangers gazed at one another more than friends (Tables 9 and 10)— a 
finding which is difficult to reconcile with the immediacy hypothesis.
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The significant acquaintance x time interaction (depicted graphi­
cally in Figure 1) further suggests that friends tended to reduce their 
gaze over the course of the dyadic encounter (Tables 8 to 10), while 
gaze among strangers remained relatively constant. For secondary sub­
jects^ at least, Newman-Keuls comparisons indicate (a) that strangers 
gazed more than friends both early and late in the interaction (£<.05), 
and (b) that friends reduced their gaze over time (£<.05), but strangers 
did not. With respect to the original hypothesis, the differential time 
course of gaze shown by friends and strangers is inconsistent with the 
prediction that strangers should show more immediacy change over time.
Since primary- and secondary-subject gaze duration was highly
correlated, an ANCOVA was performed on primary-subject scores, using
I
secondary-subject scores as a covariate. No significant effects were 
obtained (Appendix C, Table 25).
Gaze Frequency. The major finding for the gaze frequency mea­
sure Was that subjects looked at one another more often early in the 
encounter than late (Tables 11 to 13). Significant ANOVA main effects 
for time (Appendix D) were obtained for primary subjects (F = 10.27, di = 
1/44, £<.01), secondary subjects (F = 6.12, dT = 1/44, £<.05), and dyads 
(F = 14.98, elf = 1/44, £<.001). The primary-subject data also showed a 
nearly significant acquaintance x time interaction (JF = 3.53, d_f = 1/44, 
£<.10). This pattern, which resembles the gaze duration results 
described above, suggests that friends may have reduced their gaze fre­
quency over time more than strangers (Table 11). Similar configurations 
of meins were evident for secondary-subjects and dyads (Tables 12 and 13),
sFigure 1. Gaze duration as a function of acquaintance and time for primary 
secondary subjects, and dyads.
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MEANS and standard deviations for primary-subject gaze duration
TABLE 8
Friend Stranger Totals
N M SD M SD M
Interijal 24 73.34 28.51 85.21 17.90 79.27
Ad jus ted 77.48 80.64 79.06
Early 80.7'6 84.88 82.82
Lat e 65.92 85.53 75.72
Exterr al 24 68.98 31.72 78.46 29.13 73.72
Adjusted 78.20 69.65 73.93
Early 68.61 78.62 73.62
Lat e 69.34 78.29 73.82
Totals 48 71.16 81.83
Ad jus ted 77.84 75.15
Early 74.68 81.75
Lane
-----------
67.63 81.91
TABLE 9
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SECONDARY-SUBJECT GAZE DURATION
Friend Stranger Totals
N
Internal 24 
Early 
Late
M SD
66.15 31.76
72.94 
59.35
M SD M
79.46 17.94
77.90 
81.01
72.80
75.42
70.18
Exterrjal 24 
Early 
Late
58.37 20.59
62.89 
53.85
85.93 27.56
85.33 
86.54
72.15
74.11
70.19
Totals
Eaxjly
Late
62.26
67.92
56.60
82.69
81.62
83.77
48
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TABLE 10
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR DYAD GAZE DURATION
Friend Stranger Totals
N_____  M SD M SD M
Internal 24 69.74 28.60 82.33 15.92 76.04
Early 76.85 81.39 79.12
Latte 62.64 83.27 72.95
External 24 63.67 22.97 82.19 24.47 72.93
Eafly 65.75 81.97 73.86
Latte 61.60 82.41 72.01
Totals 48 66.71 82.26
Early 71.30 81.68
Late 62.12 82.84
but in neither case did the acquaintance x time interactions reach 
statistical significance.
■
Although the main effect of acquaintance approached significance 
only for the dyad measure (F = 3.79, dT = 1/44, jd<.10) > it is important 
to note that, for all three data sources, gaze frequency means were 
higher for strangers than friends (Table 11 to 13). Again, the immedi­
acy hypothesis was not supported.
It is puzzling to note that the interaction of acquaintance and 
locus of control approached significance in the secondary-subject 0? = 
3.22, df = 1/44, j><.10) and dyad (F = 3.84, df = 1/44, j k .10) analyses, 
but not in analyses involving primary subjects. Since secondary sub­
jects were not selected as I-E extremes (and in fact did not differ in 
locus of control orientation), interactions involving the locus of con­
trol variable for secondary subjects are difficult to interpret. 
Descriptively, it appears that secondary-strangers who were partners of
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TABLE 11
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PRIMARY-SUBJECT GAZE FREQUENCY
Friend Stranger Totals
N M SD M SD M
Internal 24 1.85 .46 2.26 .42 2.06
Ad jus ted 1.92 2.16 2.04
Early 2.08 2.24 2.16
Lane 1.63 2.29 1.96
External 24 2.14 .61 2.16 .40 2.15
Ad justed 2.15 2.18 2.16
Early 2.31 2.29 2.30
Lade 1.97 2.03 2.00
Totals 48 2.00 2.21
Adjusted 2.04 2.17
Early 2.19 2.26
Lade 1.80 2.16
TABLE 12
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SECONDARY-SUBJECT GAZE FREQUENCY
Friend Stranger Totals
N
Internal 24 
Early 
Late
M SD
1.92 .64
2.04 
1.79
M SD
2.59 .47
2.66 
2.53
M
2.26
2.35
2.16
External 24 
Early 
Late
2.14 .89
2.25 
2.03
2.11 .66 
2.17 
2.05
2.13
2.21
2.04
Totals 48
Early 
Late
2.03
2.15
1.91
2.35
2.42
2.29
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TABLE 13
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR DYAD GAZE FREQUENCY
Friend Stranger Totals
N M SD M SD M
Internal 24 1.89 .42 2.43 .39 2.16
Eaifly 2.06 2.45 2.26
Laie 1.71 2.41 2.06
External 24 2.14 .69 2.14 .35 2.14
Eaitly 2.28 2.23 2.26
Late 2.00 2.04 2.02
Totals5 48 2.01 2.28
Early 2.17 2.34
Latte 1.85 2.22
internals tended to look more frequently than secondary-friends who were 
partners of internals; for partners of external friends and strangers, 
gaze frequency was roughly comparable (Table 12).
As with the gaze duration measure, an ANCOVA was computed on 
primary-subject gaze frequency, with secondary-subject gaze frequency 
serving as a covariate (Appendix D, Table 29). The results paralleled 
primary-subject ANOVA findings in that an acquaintance effect (F = 7.75, 
df = 1/44, jK.Ol) and a nearly significant acquaintance x time inter­
action (I? = 3.21, df_ = 1/44, p<.10) were obtained.
Orientation. For the orientation measure, the ANOVA for pri­
mary subjects revealed no significant main effects or interactions 
(Appendix E, Table 32). However, significant or nearly significant main 
effects were obtained for the acquaintance variable with secondary sub­
jects (F = 4.64, Af_ = 1/44, jd<.05) and dyads (F = 3.68, df_ = 1/44,
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TABLE 14
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PRIMARY-SUBJECT ORIENTATION
Friend Stranger Totals
N M SD M SD M
Internal 
Ear ly 
Late
' 24 :2.51
2.55
2.47
.94 2.85
2.76
2.93
.81 2.68
2.66
2.70
External
Early
Late
24 2.76
2.62
2.91
1.08 2.93
2.86
3.01
1.13 2.85
2.74
2.96
Totals
Early
Latte
48 :2.64
2.58
2.69
2.89
2.81
2.97
TABLE 15
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SECONDARY-SUBJECT ORIENTATION
Friend Stranger Totals
N M SD M SD M
Internal 24 
Early 
Late
2.97 .78
2.89 
3.04
3.31 .68
3.37 
3.26
3.14
3.13
3.15
External 24 
Early 
Late
2.73 .94
2.81 
2.65
3.33 .60
3.35 
3.31
3.03
3.08
2.98
Totals 2.85
2.85
2.85
3.32
3.35
3.28
Early
Late
48
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TABLE 16
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR DYAD ORIENTATION
N
Friend 
M SD
Stranger 
M SD
Totals
M
Internal 24 2.74 .70 3.08 .43 2.91
Early 2 .1 2 3.07 2.89
Latte 2.75 3.09 2.92
Exterr 24 2.75 .83 3.13 .60 2.94
Eai ly 2.71 3.10 2.91
Latte 2.78 3.16 2.97
Totals1 48 2.74 3.11
Eaifly 2.72 3.09
Lat e 2.77 3.13
j><. 10) As with the gaze measures, the direction of differences between
friend and stranger means contradicted predictions from the immediacy
hypothesis: strangers assumed more directly confronting (immediate)
positions than friends (Tables 15 and 16).
Speech Duration. Although speech duration is generally not con­
sidered an immediacy cue, data for this measure were submitted to the 
same statistical analyses as were the immediacy measures. There were no 
significant main effects for the acquaintance or locus of control vari­
ables. Main effects of time, which were most nearly significant in the 
dyad analysis (F = 3.46, df_ - 1/44, j><.10) , suggest that subjects may 
have talked more in the second half of the encounter (Table 19). 
Acquaintance x locus of control interactions, which appeared in the 
primary-subject (F = 3.82, df_ = 1/44, £<.10) and dyad (F = 4.47, df^  = 
1/44, £<.05) analyses, imply that internals may have talked more with 
strangers, whereas externals talked more with friends (Tables 17 and 19).
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TABLE 17
me4hs AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR PRIMARY-SUBJECT SPEECH DURATION
Friend Stranger Totals
N M SD M SD M
Internal
Early
Late
24 46.97
44.26
49.6-8
17.09 59.92
56.15
63.70
12.90 53.45
50.21
56.69
External
Early
Latie
24 59.63
59.04
60.22
18.26 53.11
53.24
52.98
19.99 56.37
56.14
56.60
Totals
Early
Late
48 53.30
51.65
54.95
56.52
54.69
58.34
TABLE 18
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SECONDARY-SUBJECT SPEECH DURATION
N
Friend
M SD
Stranger 
M SD
Totals
M
Internal
Early
Late
External
Early
Late
Totald
Eaily
Late
24 44.24 13.80
46.05 
42.43
24 45.54 17.19
45.29 
45.79
48 44.89
45.67
44.11
47.90 12.47
46.33 
49.46
44.29 21.88
42.69 
45.88
46.09
44.51
47.67
46.07
46.19
45.94
44.91
43.99
45.83
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR DYAD SPEECH DURATION
TABLE 19
Friend Stranger Totals
N M SD M SD M
Internal
Early
Late
24 45.61
45.16
46.06
10.98 53.91
51.24
56.58
4.58 49.76
48.20
51.32
External
Early
Late
24 52.58
52.16
53.00
8.10 48.70
47.97
49.43
13.85 50.64
50.06
51.22
Totals 
Ear ly
LatJ:e
48 49.09
48.66
49.53
51.30
49.60
53.01
CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
In the broadest sense, the present study sought (a) to verify 
the generality of the immediacy hypothesis in interactions involving 
friends and strangers and (b) to explore the utility of a social learn­
ing theory (SLT) conceptualization of immediacy behavior. Surprisingly, 
the main hypotheses were not supported: friends were not more immediate 
than strangers; locus of control orientation was not more important in 
interactions involving strangers; and immediacy measures did not show 
more change over time in interactions among strangers.
Several aspects of the data seem to contradict the hypothesis 
that the so-called immediacy behaviors are important in communicating 
interpersonal attitudes or attraction (Mehrabian, 1971). First, strang­
ers tended to gaze longer, gaze more often, and assume more directly 
confronting shoulder orientations than friends. For each of these mea­
sures,! differences between friends and strangers were at least margin­
ally Significant in analyses involving one or more of the data sources 
(primSry-subjects, secondary-subjects, or dyads). Second, immediacy 
measures were essentially unrelated to subjects' ratings of liking for 
their partners, both within friend and stranger groups and across the 
friend and stranger groups combined. If immediacy cues had communicated 
interpersonal "closeness" or "liking", positive relationships should
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have tjeen obtained. Finally, the immediacy measures themselves were not 
consistently interrelated as might be expected if the various nonverbal 
behaviors were elements of a common construct (but cf. Mehrabian, 1971, 
p. lllj). In fact, several significant negative correlations were 
obtained (e.g., between orientation and approach distance within primary 
and secondary-subject groups), suggesting that there may have been com­
pensatory relationships between several of the immediacy cues (cf. Pat­
terson, 1973).
The foregoing implies that gaze, interpersonal distance, and 
orientation may have served functions other than the communication of 
intim4cy or immediacy. Interpersonal gaze, for example, may be impor­
tant in "information seeking" (e.g., Argyle & Dean, 1965; Ellsworth & 
Ludwig, 1972), or "approval seeking" (Pellegrini, Hickles, & Gordon, 
1970). The differences between friends and strangers in the present 
study are consistent with either the "information seeking" or "approval 
seeking" formulations of gaze behavior. If it is assumed that friends 
are mc}re secure in their relationship and less in need of feedback from 
their partners (about how their behavior has been perceived), the infor­
mation seeking function could explain why strangers appeared to gaze 
longeif and more frequently than friends. Alternatively, it may have 
been more important for strangers to seek approval (via more gaze 
activity), since presumably friends already maintained relatively high 
levels of reciprocated approval. There are also indications in the lit­
erature that interpersonal distance (proximity), and perhaps body orien­
tation, can serve non-immediacy functions, such as "regulation of stress 
(Evans & Howard, 1973), "initiation and termination of interactions"
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(Portir, Argyle, Salter; 1970), and "approval-seeking" (Rosenfeld, 1965). 
The relevance of these interpretations, to the present data, however, is 
difficult to ascertain.
Given that gaze, distance, and orientation do not always commu­
nicate immediacy, it would seem important to determine in which contexts 
these cues are related to positive interpersonal attitudes and in which 
contexts they are not (cf. Klienke, 1972). For distance and gaze in 
live interactions at least, immediacy relationships appear to have been 
found most consistently in field studies (e.g., Heshka & Nelson, 1972; 
Willis, 1966) where "natural" social interactions are observed surrepti­
tiously. Distance has also been consistently related to "attitude" in 
studies which have employed representational (projective) methodologies 
(e.g., Duke & Nowicki, 1972; Little, 1965, 1968). Unfortunately, psy­
chological "closeness", measured representationally, may be only triv­
ially related to physical distance between interactants (Meisels &
Cantor, 1970). In any case, it may be that these nonverbal cues are 
least likely to serve immediacy functions in laboratory situations (cf. 
KlienUe, 1972, pp. 109 and 113), where demand characteristics associated 
with contrived ("forced") interactions preclude processes which occur 
most readily under "natural" conditions. Along these lines, the finding 
that ptrangers in the present study were, if anything, more immediate 
than friends may indicate that the two groups were influenced differently 
by the demand characteristics of the task. For example, the ambiguities 
of the situation may have compelled strangers to interact with one 
another; whereas friends, because they were more familiar with each 
others' reactions, could cope more easily with the "unnaturalness" of
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the experimental situation. Another possibility is that the nature of 
the topic (attitudes about being a college student) differentially 
affected the two groups: friends may have "been over" the same topic 
many tjimes before. In any case, the important point is that immediacy 
relationships which were (or were not) observed in the present study may 
be limited in generality. The acquaintance, immediacy, and attitude 
variables may show different interrelationships in other, nonlaboratory 
contents.
The possibility that gaze, distance, and orientation often serve 
non-immediacy functions has implications for research on "intimacy 
equilibriums" (Argyle & Dean, 1965) or "compensation" (Patterson, 1973) 
in dyadic interactions. The intimacy-equilibrium or compensation hypo­
thesis holds that in two-person encounters there are both approach (e.g., 
affiliative needs) and avoidance (e.g., fear of intimacy) which eventu­
ally balance at some level of mutual comfort for the interactants (Pat­
terson, 1974). Once a comfortable equilibrium has been established, any 
chang4 in intimacy (immediacy) by one interactant requires a compensa­
tory adjustment by the other; that is, for example, inappropriately 
close proximity may result in reduced gaze. The compensation hypothesis 
has been tested in a number of studies (cf. Argyle & Dean, 1965; Bartels 
& Dreyer, 1974; Breed, 1972; McDowell, 1973; Patterson, 1973, 1974) by 
manipulating the immediacy (distance, gaze, etc.) of one interactant 
(usually a confederate) and observing its effects on the nonverbal 
behavior of the dyadic partner (the subject). In each case, it is 
explicitly assumed that the nonverbal cues under study are communicating 
immediacy (e.g., that reduced gaze equals reduced intimacy). The
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problem, however, is that one cannot conclude that "intimacy equilibrium" 
is or is not being maintained if there is uncertainty as to whether the 
nonverbal behaviors used to index intimacy (immediacy) are in fact doing 
so. It would be important, though difficult, to create experimental 
designs which are sensitive to different functions of these nonverbal 
behaviors, or, at least, to clarify theoretically the specific condi­
tions under which certain functions might be expected to predominate.
It is ironic in this regard that Mehrabian (1969a), Patterson (1973) , 
and Aigyle & Dean (1965) have noted that gaze, distance, or orientation 
can serve functions other than the expression of "closeness"; yet all 
have seemingly glossed-over the non-immediacy functions. For example, 
Mehrabian (1969a, p. 363) mentioned that any immediacy cue could regu­
late the initiation and termination of verbal interchanges, but merely 
added that the "expressive" (attitude communicating) function was more 
interesting.
A second major issue concerns the precision with which SLT may 
be used to predict and explain nonverbal behavior in dyadic interaction. 
In the present study, the two main predictions from SLT were not borne 
out: first, there was no evidence that the distance, gaze, or body
orientation behaviors of strangers were more influenced by the general­
ized expectancy, locus of control, than those of friends. In no case 
did a locus of control x acquaintance interaction reach statistical sig­
nificance; moreover, in the one immediacy analysis (secondary-subject 
gaze frequency) for which a near significant interaction term was 
obtained, the pattern of means was in a direction opposite to that pre­
dicted. Second, the data failed to support the prediction that
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strangers, because they lacked specific expectancies, would show greater 
change in immediacy over time. Although several significant acquain­
tance x time interactions were obtained for the gaze measures, the pat­
tern df means (Figure 1) indicates that friends, more than strangers, 
tended to reduce (change) their gaze behavior through the course of the 
dyadic encounter.
If SLT is to be usefirl in understanding nonverbal behaviors such 
as distance, gaze and orientation, several conceptual ambiguities should 
be clarified. Attempts to apply SLT concepts to immediacy phenomena 
have typically focused on "expectancy-of-reinforcement" (Duke & Nowicki, 
1972; Efran & Broughton, 1966); the other key SLT variable, "reinforce­
ment value", has received little attention. To some extent this neglect 
may reflect difficulties associated with determining how (or even 
whether) proxemic, gaze, and orientation behaviors are influenced by 
reinforcement contingencies in unstructured dyadic interaction. If the 
nature of reinforcement for a given nonverbal behavior is unspecified, 
it is difficult to understand how subjects' perception of the "value" of 
that reinforcement can be specified. In most studies (including the 
present one), researchers seem to assume that reinforcement value, what­
ever i|ts source, is constant across experimental conditions (e.g., Efran 
& Broughton, 1966). In retrospect, that assumption may not be justified. 
For example, there can be little assurance that the "value" of whatever 
was reinforcing subjects' gaze and distancing in the present study was 
comparable for friends and strangers. In any case, it seems imperative 
that locus of control or generalized expectancy studies ". . . either
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control reinforcement value or measure it, and systematically take it 
into Account" (Rotter, 1975, p. 59).
A final area of conceptual ambiguity concerns the relationship(s) 
between locus of control orientation and the nonverbal immediacy vari­
ables. In their SLT formulation of proxemic behavior, Duke and Nowicki 
proposed that externals, who believe that what happens to them is essen­
tially beyond their control, 'should maintain greater interaction dis­
tanced than internals, who believe that interpersonal reinforcements are 
largely contingent on their own behavior. While this is consistent with 
evidence that externals are generally more suspicious and mistrustful 
than internals (Joe, 1971), the prediction was not confirmed in the 
present study where internals and externals were studied in a live inter­
action situation. However, even if the Duke and Nowicki hypothesis _is_ 
applicable to interpersonal distance, parallel predictions concerning 
relationships between locus of control and other behaviors such as gaze 
and body orientation may be less tenable. For example, if gaze in the 
preseijt study was serving a primarily non-immediacy function like 
"information-seeking" (Argyle & Dean, 1965), internals might be expected 
to show higher gaze levels than externals (at least when interacting with 
strangers), since the former are presumably more likely to seek informa­
tion and adapt behavior patterns which facilitate personal control over 
the environment (Joe, 1971). These ambiguities seem to limit the use­
fulness of SLT concepts such as locus of control in understanding 
proxemic and other nonverbal behaviors.
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APPENDIX A
POSTSESSION QUESTIONNAIRE: RELEVANT ITEMS
1. How did you feel during the rap session? (circle) 
2 3 4 5 61
very
calm
7
very
anxious
2. How much do you like or dislike your partner? 
3 4 5 61 2 
dislike 
very much
7
like
very much
3. How much would you like to have this person as a co-worker 
on an important task?
1 2 
dislike 
very much
4. How similar is this person to you?
1 2 3 4 5 6
very 
similar
7
like
very much
7
very
dissimilar
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APPROACH DISTANCE ANALYSES
APPENDIX B
TABLE 20
ANOVA: PRIMARY-SUBJECT APPROACH DISTANCE
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 41.23 0.09 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 13.69 0.03 NS
A X B 1 56.66 0.13 NS
Error 44 439.46
Time (C) 1 6.73 1.08 NS
A X C 1 1.97 0.32 NS
B X C 1 3.34 0.54 NS
A X B X C 1 14.98 2.41 NS
Error 44 6.23
TABLE 21
ANCOVA: PRIMARY-SUBJECT APPROACH DISTANCE 
ADJUSTED FOR SECONDARY-SUBJECT APPROACH DISTANCE
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 251.52 1.48 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 10.84 0.06 NS
A X B 1 3.90 0.02 NS
Covariates 1 12014.98 70.57 under 0.001
Error 43 170.26
Time (C) 1 7.99 1.29 NS
A X C 1 2.83 0.46 NS
B X C 1 2.15 0.35 NS
A X B X C 1 13.50 2.17 NS
Covariates 1 6.54 1.05 NS
Error 43 6.22
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TABLE 22
ANOVA: SECONDARY-SUBJECT APPROACH DISTANCE
Source df MS E Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 166.03 0.33 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 0.31 very small NS
A X B 1 56.66 0.11 NS
Error ' 44 502.60
Time (C) 1 1.97 0.41 NS
A X C 1 2.75 0.57 NS
B X C 1 4.00 0.83 NS
A X B X C 1 1.13 0.23 NS
Error 44 4.83
TABLE 23
ANOVA: DYAD DISTANCE
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 372.75 1.85 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 9.90 0.05 NS
A X B 1 0.00 very small NS
Error 44 201.13
Time (C) 1 15.98 1.71 NS
A X C 1 9.37 1.00 NS
B X C 1 0.03 0.00 NS
A X B X C 1 7.88 0.84 NS
Error 44 9.36
APPENDIX C
GAZE DURATION ANALYSES
TABLE 24
ANOVA: PRIMARY-SUBJECT GAZE DURATION
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 2734.23 1.83 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 740.74 0.50 NS
A X B 1 34.24 0.02 NS
Error 44 1493.91
Time (C) 1 285.31 2.16 NS
A X C 1 312.36 2.37 NS
B X C 1 319.62 2.42 NS
A X B X C 1 410.45 3.11 0.085
Error 44 131.94
TABLE 25
ANCOVA: PRIMARY-SUBJECT GAZE DURATION, ADJUSTED 
EOR SECONDARY-SUBJECT GAZE DURATION
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 147.37 0.15 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 631.34 0.65 NS
A X B 1 805.44 0.82 NS
Covariates 1 23676.24 24.21 under 0.001
Error 43 978.04
Time (C) 1 95.32 0.78 NS
A X C 1 51.22 0.42 NS
B X C 1 285.06 2.34 NS
A X B X C 1 316.66 2.60 NS
Covariates 1 568.79 4.67 0.037
Error 43 121.78
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TABLE 26
ANOVA: SECONDARY-SUBJECT GAZE DURATION
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 10019.50 7.97 0.008
Locus of Control (B) 1 10.17 0.01 NS
A X B 1 1218.96 0.97 NS
Error 44 1257.24
Time (C) 1 503.02 3.52 0.068
A X C 1 1088.44 7.62 0.009
B X C 1 10.61 0.07 NS
A X B X C 1 62.43 0.44 NS
Error 44 142.93
TABLE 27
ANOVA: DYAD GAZE DURATION
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 5805.46 5.28 0.027
Locus of Control (B) 1 231.13 0.21 NS
A X B 1 211.15 0.19 NS
Error 44 1099.06
Time (C) 1 386.50 4.28 0.045
A X C 1 641.74 7.11 0.011
B X C 1 111.67 1.24 NS
A X B X C 1 198.26 2.20 NS
Error 44 90.21
APPENDIX D
GAZE FREQUENCY ANALYSES
TABLE 28
ANOVA: PRIMARY-SUBJECT GAZE FREQUENCY
Source . df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 1.13 2.47 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 0.19 0.41 NS
A X B 1 0.89 1.95 NS
Error 44 0.46
Time (C) 1 1.52 10.27 0.003
A X C 1 0.52 3.53 0.067
B X C 1 0.06 0.41 NS
A X B X C 1 0.29 1.94 NS
Error 44 0.15
TABLE 29
ANCOVA: PRIMARY-SUBJECT GAZE FREQUENCY, ADJUSTED 
FOR SECONDARY-SUBJECT GAZE FREQUENCY
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 0.40 1.00 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 0.35 0.87 NS
A X B 1 0.23 0.58 NS
Covariates 1 2.69 6.65 0.014
Error 43 0.41
Time (C) 1 1.17 7.75 0.008
A X C 1 0.48 3.21 0.081
B X C 1 0.06 0.42 NS
A X B X C 1 0.29 1.90 NS
Covariates 1 0.05 0.31 NS
Error 43 0.15
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TABLE 30
ANOVA: SECONDARY-SUBJECT GAZE FREQUENCY
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 2.53 2.73 0.106
Locus of Control (B) 1 0.41 0.44 NS
A X B 1 2.98 3.22 0.080
Error 44 0.93
Time (C) 1 0.80 6.12 0.018
A X C 1 0.07 0.53 NS
B X C 1 0.00 0.01 NS
A X B X C 1 0.00 0.01 NS
Error 44 0.13
TABLE 31
ANOVA: DYAD GAZE FREQUENCY
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 1.76 3.79 0.059
Locus of Control (B) 1 0.01 0.02 NS
A X B 1 1.78 3.84 0.057
Error 44 0.47
Time (C) 1 1.13 14.98under 0.001
A X C 1 0.24 3.23 0.080
B X C 1 0.01 0.14 NS
A X B X C 1 0.08 1.04 NS
Error 44 0.08
APPENDIX E
ORIENTATION ANALYSES
TABLE 32
ANOVA : PRIMARY-SUBJECT ORIENTATION
Source -df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 1.56 0.79 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 0.71 0.36 NS
A X B 1 0.17 0.09 NS
Error 44 1.98
Time (C) 1 0.41 2.41 NS
A X C 1 0.02 0.10 NS
B X C 1 0.19 1.11 NS
A X B X C 1 0.24 1.40 NS
Error 44 0.17
TABLE 33
ANOVA: SECONDARY-SUBJECT ORIENTATION
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 5.35 4.64 0.037
Locus of Control (B) 1 0.30 0.26 NS
A X B 1 0.38 0.33 NS
Error 44 1.15
Time (C) 1 0.04 0.12 NS
A X C 1 0.04 0.12 NS
B X C 1 0.08 0.28 NS
A X B X C 1 0.21 0.71 NS
Error 44 0.30
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ANOVA: DYAD ORIENTATION
TABLE 34
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 3.18 3.68 0.062
Locus of Control (B) 1 0.02 0.03 NS
A X B 1 0.01 0.01 NS
Error 44 0.86
Time (C) 1 0.05 0.31 NS
A X C 1 0.00 0.01 NS
B X C 1 0.01 0.03 NS
A X B X C 1 0.00 very small NS
Error 44 0.17
APPENDIX F
SPEECH DURATION ANALYSES
TABLE 35
ANOVA: PRIMARY-SUBJECT SPEECH DURATION
Source , df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 248.65 0.42 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 204.65 0.34 NS
A X B 1 2273.37 3.82 0.058
Error 44 595.65
Time (C) 1 289.35 2.72 0.107
A X C 1 0.72 0.01 NS
B X C 1 218.00 2.05 NS
A X B X C 1 19.26 0.18 NS
Error 44 106.25
TABLE 36
ANOVA: SECONDARY-SUBJECT SPEECH DURATION
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 34.64 0.06 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 32.09 0.06 NS
A X B 1 144.63 0.26 NS
Error 44 560.07
Time (C) 1 15.31 0.14 NS
A X C 1 133.80 1.22 NS
B X C 1 26.22 0.24 NS
A X B X C 1 24.50 0.22 NS
Error 44 109.33
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TABLE 37
ANOVA: DYAD SPEECH DURATION
Source df MS F Significance
Acquaintance (A) 1 117.23 0.59 NS
Locus of Control (B) 1 18.67 0.09 NS
A X B 1 891.21 4.47 0.041
Error 44 199.57
Time (C) 1 109.44 3.46 0.070
A X C 1 38.55 1.22 NS
B X C 1 23.26 0.73 NS
A X B X C 1 21.80 0.69 NS
Error 44 31.67
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